
Liebeler-Lomas Show Oct and; H 0 v 1966: 

f Tippit shell cases- said matched revolver. The point is not this, but that they 
did not match the bullets . To say that the shells mat<fh the revolver is to say 
nothing usless it can be shown that the bullets matched either the shells, then 
ihtached to the revolver, or that the bullets themselves matched the revolver. 

In this case, neither was done. His big speech is but propaganda. 

It is not alone the lack of rifling marks that made impossible the matching of 
the ballets with the revolver. There was also deformity which made it impossible 
to match the bullet with anything, as was also true in the aleged assassination 
attempt against General Walker. 

Oswald’s broadcast description: Liebeler fibbed a little in the direction of the 
real Oswald s real description, and did not accurately ref left either the actuarl 
broadcast description, the laok-of a s aHaasUS br-UL the delay in broadcasting It . 
the contradictions between it aafl ^hat given by Brennan. ' the imwuted source. He 
was WIT nout comment, rm the pi the police to identify the dourcepf 

their information when then h ad, to nroaub e thT^^our5e^n^^*TrT?r^9^ MI S"^7Triflg‘=! 1 , 

— — ■— mm — - ■ — — — — — ■ ■ ■ — — J 

L. said nobody sew living »qy n lLlLLnuit. The person who killed Tippit was 

seen by a numbef of witnesses, known tb Liebeler. He just, plain lied here, for it 
is he who was sent to Dallas in a special effort to get Mrs. Markham, the most 
spectacular witness, to withdraw her plrjury. There is the question I raised about 
the doctoring of the transcript of this! interrogation by Liebeler on inhich he has 
been silent. If anyone knew of ^rs_^telcham. if not the others, it is Liebeler. 

1 w l fe^„aetive^-Jihe_.Hair Play Fog^Guha-Committee” in New Orleans , There was no 
Tair flay^For C u ba Committee in N. 0. There 1 was but a one-man front organization 
of Oswald s, matching exactly the one- msm committe e Carlos Rringiiigr his adver- 
sary in the street fight (give detffisl . 0’s committee and his activities ended 
8nd he went to Mexico as soon as he reaped the propaganda harvest of this affair. 
0’s committee had no connection with anything 

In his big speech about conspiracy, L was addressing himself only to a conspiracy 
.invplv^psr Hq ne"rer addressed himself to my but a polTVTdlUl cunt yiTHoyT”* 

'There without questionnwss a conspiracy to kill, for noone was capable of what 
was attributed to Oswald. 



ag. Liebeler twisted and Misrepresented. They "hed j VL=mty n-p t-imo -ftp 
vex -.among themselves". The truth is that F razier was soon arrested and awe a tad 
and given a lie -detector test and held up from the very first 100$ without con- 
sultation and undel^yr^sffre to change his story. L and the Commission practise 
s aljaftXlve 9 The witnesses are right in saying there was a bag but 
‘ wrong in saying the bag couldn't possible have held a rifle, as with Brennan and 
fcV ■'ft /f iilarkham. both a-dsi &tad— liar s, believed as non-liars when the Gommission~w§^fed too, 
if More spectacularly, Ma ri ns.— aalA w Shfi- SS , & . 8 li ar, but was believed and eontinuted 
to speak other than the truth. Without these two witnesses there was nothing to 
base any package -carrying on. Y et both, as did all other witnesses on the bag, 
testified directly opposite to what the Commission concluded. T hsl. "bag ” nyas pat 
R_o ident ified by the.I iLB l~a_t the beginning, and there is no rn ■ * efe - A ha 

place lx was alleg edly found, a though 50n icturfis were -fcak-en There. No effopt 
TOs**THe4<i lie m f ^ °prnT 9 Oswald* ja mmLA-t r.-hA* 4 * ,L t W ^or 9 month^T~~7 — 


II 

tn 

II 




L said the bag had 0’s fingerprints and palmprints, both plural, on it. 

This is false. What he did not say tt that there is nothing unusual about his 
fjnfl-pr-pp^n+.c; being where he worke d, and this bag was allegedly found exatotly 

t p >. 0 ) 1 1 .1 ii) u \ )] assr rS 5 Scfta! ^ rif and r.n na v e been ~ TO T hing 4 

at L avoids is how 0 managed to avoid leaving a single fingerprint am allegedly 
hiding the rifle (story of barricadev® Liebeler said of this, "which shows 
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conc lusively that h e carried that hag.*. ■ L his is also false t shows only that 
he had touched the paper, it shoUS T P144 ti'ppmsiie oi ^swaia s Saving carried the 
hag, for iiiere were ng he is s upposed to have w. 

T puld have had to ha-yp held it to do what is attributed to him. L slap said this 
bag "matched the description of the bag these witnesses saw him carry in in eveyy 
respect except the± length." Again, false. Also width, and no one saw him 
carry anything "in" anywhere. Eaxctly the opposite is true. Misrepresented 
Doughtery’s testimony as "thought" he saw Osw ald enter building and "rji rtn 
remember seein g him carry an y t5T^7 ? ^ = ^ul^? !; 8y in WBL) emphatic, 0 had nothing and he 
did ^ seelimr" 3 ^" "Assuming' 1 ' 0 threw •Ehe bag away, there 8 re, as L Snowsn, many 
other alternatives, such as putting the package in a shed at the end of the bldg., 
and on this there is no evidence of search or desire to search.. ."The rifle, 
which had been in the garage prior to that time." This rifle was never placed in 
that garage or anywhere else except the postoffice months earlier, was never 
placed in 0 3 s possession, and there was proof only that that bag had never 
held a rifle. 

Lomax is repeated responsible on his atttidue to the assassination of a President 
and inferences in its solution "too grave". 

) 

"Tnfs pane e " is "the na ture o f t.Ka._f- ct-findi pp;-f^fjfqg , 'v When you have had and 
unchallenged fact, the drawing of inference ss opposed to fact it the opposite 
of the fact-finding process. 

Nobody, despite what Lieveler said, saw Oswald carry anything out of the house 
in Irving. Crazier did not "fhSfiSX folow him right in", the bldg. 

If Dougherty is "a most unreliable witness", and this is "gracious" to him, why 
did the Commission use him'/ He was actually a specially trusted employee. L keeps 
on sayipg this bag that Rrazier ssw is the same bag thst was found on the sixth 
floor. ~espite the semantics of the Report snd the in justified presumptions of 
Liebeler, all the evidence is the other way igive evidence on bag-West, F on 
0 never taking anything hime, creases in bag, etc.) L avoids the fact that with 
all the people working on the sicth floor and elsewhe re in the bldg., no one saw 
either 0 with a rifle or the rifle in or out of the bag and there is no idnication 
te Commission ever looked for such a person or witness -not even a suggestion of it. 

L evaded on sbsene of picture of bag where found and has nothing <8o do with 
Exhibit 1302, as he said. I n talking of Oswald’s pria&a«^ JMg^ 
jn the p lural hence fi l ~1 fails to note that ^tudebaker. who generously 

supplied his fingerprints to everything else he touched, mysteriously left none 
on the bag he says he found. The question is not whether the Commission "fudged" 
the evidence on the bag, but whether those it should have investigated did, and 
in this the Commission never had any interest or showed any suspicion. 

His opposition to the use of Markham's testimony. H e should explain his own 
concluding comments where he interrogated her. "Then ", meaning after her testimony, 
"she had talked ever the telephone with Mark Lane". T his happened, as L knows, 
before hse appaered before the Commission, for in that 1 e stimony she perjured 
herself in denying she had had this conversation. All H would ssy of te r is that 
her capacity to observe reality is quite limited. Jfhst he should have said is that 
dAsoite his best efforts at persuasion ^ Lp-her par i\xry. T he failing 

is his, personally. 

Haste in writing Report does not reflect on the "quality" of the investigation. 
Comment on that "a uality”, esp. as it relates to Liebeler. 


n irtn p a v _pi o t u re s and 


" Any__dQU.bts" wiibl be "resdlved" 
YT, °y°- TTr* a 1 a fa 1 se. They can 


„ ... m. i Tm-fr Ht-H n nf the te 5i c 

facto f theassa ssTna lion anTWbestTif they can now be trusted, pro^e^ 
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most onlt that one less lie wss told. Liebeler av oids what is more imrortent. 
the ant.n-ng y q , ippf 0 of which 8 re eirETren; missing, in both t T f Ti m fi w t lAV T" ? 
exhibit and the files, am" in duplicate- fifes. In tailing of "best evidence", 
exactly the phrase first used in WHITEWASH, he obfuscates by ignoring the fact that, 
as the law requires, thg Bififauaa aflja-daa jgd the doctors as the hasiri of the-ir 
expert testimony and the basis of their testimony on their autopsy. He misrep- 
re anted the doctors’ testimony. Wgca jft ev t o testify t.hw hpvi themselves, 

that they dldn.’.t knqw their businegsV What he avn-i^ -i V r ^Irtuo'l hoggirig 

for the production of their pictures,' that they had never seen. 

. 0 ai .th rifle, L says there were two -photographs, as there 
™ re * One was st olen. afterTheTolicq *7?ftT^airT f. in flg «Tiv it. 

This is allegedlt the one that appeared in LIEE and '^l58S5fe , ret w Se^ays of 
It nnjv "11; w °° THj; avai lably without saying why. He says "that onlv 

laiT "available” one_..aas ^ niniii <h»ttphti, whereas, according—^ o the 

police, both were, ^hls is but protection of t-hp T hn jnstaari 

his and everyone else condemns n on . Hare re-far tn apnavfei t< a decapitations. 

Y/hat he does not say is that the shadow is stright down from the nose in the 
one that did not disappear. Y/here the Commission prints them both side by side, 
(16H510), they are so small jshis comparison can not be made. 

°n cutting off Bowers as a witness, go into Liebelr's cutting off-phot-grsphic 
and Mellers. 

On what Bowers told the FBI, Liebeler certainly has no knowledge of thianand we 
do no 8 lmo sl_ everyone compla ine<l_ahout the unfaithfu l representation by the FBI 
agents of all that was aaiq^. The sgents recorded other thflh wETaTT'wi tne 3ses“sv?5hr 
that said a 5(1 ISi? out what witnesses swear they said, and in not a single case 
was there a confrontation between the agents and the complaining witnesses, inc„ 
Secret Service agents. 


Mete ler had WHITEWASH several monthsbbefore Lane’s was out. 


On single-bullet theory, alleges facts taken out of context. Opoosite is true. 


S airing, the bullet had 


?f powei 


is- nr>-tj|iir)cr i fr is ndifr "ho we v er , a 
;ratTr 


"very high powered" bullet with '' tamg tre menduous penetrating piUSh 1 *. Y is a 
small-caliber bullet of bud mediiim , TelocT^7?« i *¥i«»^ei®d=-i^««©«^ presumed. 

T. Ayarlag o p this saying th ere is no other e xnlanati nq nf ’""fTnunl r T>i1r 

false, and the Comml . ssqn* s r ecord show no s a^r-h pmr o ther expi «"«+•■< 
gothe^j « ^ reality and th&lh substitution. Absoluel^S^svT^ftn'rft + h"« * ~ 
lappend and lor-W. t^^ mnny iscprrErg>vZtoc o ne lusions. W hen he savs 

"all the doctor that. a xflmi ro ^^ thrnlc mat.". L la mi aranpflcanti ™ n- for hhe doctors^ 
all_swore that _thi a gaJriAaalaB fcaUaA, coul d not haveinflicted these injurie s. 

If 399 didn’t u what did’’v There were fivefragments found in tHe'car/ The Commission 
did not look for any alternative, It presumed there was none. 

Jtea^Jfcion^ ^ edical testimony thus evaded. 

" Ho autopsy r eport ever_stated that th e wound in the fron t was an e nt ranc e wound" . 
Snow biowim nr riagp» 1Q7 nf WH'T'Tff.WA.g^r . ".gpor'iiTLl. i ATi" _ by 'doctors in Dallas. They 
»re the only op o^ whn..fnaa-p ° aw_ that wound, before they cut it waay in surgery. 

" They did not obsan an.'.fr*w»i wpnn^ .cl, psalai L Contra ry, they dir! and they all describe d 
it as~ oco consi s-cent wd-t-b a -front.- ent rance wound and t.bei r measureme nts ate given^^ 
Misrepresented "fibres wepe hant. .jLnmarrj" "wanao or W8S specific in saying ~ 

he could not say what was true at the time of the assassination, only that as of 
the time of the testimony, if nothing had touched £he clothes, it seemed to be 
a back-entrance wound. "Traced through the body", ever. lust projected. 

The T)g i i a.g_ "never sp ecifically sa id i t was*an' ' entrance wound" O pposite 

from the truth. 
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J "A11 the shots came from behind and above". Assuming this to be true, is the 
TSBD and its sixth- floor window the only such p&ace? No. 

On 08s poor marksmanship and the inability of the best "master’s " to duplicate 
imputed shooting, "that’s not true at all”. Even his own stipulationsof "duplica- 
Tion" shows unfaithfulness - 30 ft vs 63, fixed targets to sigh on, etc. Also 
fixed rifle before they used it. To say "in the -time invokved" each of the 
experts missed one of the shots is to say nothing because of the varying degrees 
of still and because all experts had all the time they wanted for the first shot. 
Also, where did they hit targets*' None duplicated assassination shooting. In 

I saying they did exactly what Oswald did” of this shooting, he is misrepresenting , 
for the question is not alone one of conditions of test but of where bullets hit. 
"The Marine Corps did not conclude that Oswald was a poor shot". Read Folsom. 

"The said that by Marine Corps standards he was a fair shot". 

I On what is secret in archives, he avoided ma jority*FBI secrecy. It is not CIA 
th8t classified most of whet is withheld. It was not the Commission that decided 
"this should not be made public" hut the FBI. 

f 

"Anything being withheld that were it to be made public would change our thinking". 

( Liebeler: "No, Nq . I’ve already d iscussed the autopsy rej-iort bit, other than 

th8t, that the only thing that bears on that that, that's the only thing that 
ll^Tl’tl -public that bears on ths nation. " Use Docs 5.7. SS and 

FBI Reports, Mel3e r, Zap camera speed, Altgens picture, etc. 

Did no t^answ 0 ^ q”^s±inp r ^_^ QC| i pristine ^g nsidito n. lack of duplication 

) of alleged actuallity in any test when'lt was an quite possible. He mis- 
represents tumbling on Cohnally's wounds, because it had to have teen cn 
controlled tumbling. If there were any deficiencies in the testiijqny of the 
autopsy doctors and what they saw and did not see it, was the fault of the staff 
of which Liebeler was one. Doctors need only see medical reports. Why did they 
not see Connally’s Xrays; 

} 5S.9 came from G overnor Cnnnalte’s strat^.h^-p. N 0 evidence that it did, al evidence 
contraryS’^s^c "x'hat can be said is that it was proved not to have come from JFKs, 
butk there were other stretchers. Also ^omlinson ( > n o_statement from_himV ) No 
chaifa of ev idence qn 3QQ in record . Liebeler, in answering .Lire on a'Eoui: ',the 
residn'^^eif i TS?erfering with examination of the bullet, avoids the basic feet, 
that there was no testing to see what the residues were and that the Commission 
even belated demanded none. ^ubbin^around^^s^non- 

sequetur b ecause there were traces of foreign matter, there was enough to test, 
there^w'as spectrograp hie analysis, " dragge d around bv the a»r»r-p-t- soroi ee ^ants " 

I) (is this the way the assassination of a president is conducted and approved by 
those charged wilh Liebeler s responsibilities?). 

Puff of smoke or steam. Any proof of leak in pipe'- 

1 "Look for fairies” re puff of smoke. Not at all the situation, nor does the utterly 
incompetent, incomplete and only dubious autopsy report end the possibility of 
front entrance wounds. T here was not on ly the question of bullets that struck 
the President and Coi-malr? put oi aioer nossiblv anrtioimft ting in the assassina- 
tion whose shots might haie missdd, and Liebeler himself handled one such interro- 
gation (go into Baker. his treatment of her, the -picture he used instead of 

the one he should have sued, its poor quality an 1 the fact could not and di d 
71 ^+ gVipw wT~|at she was t estifv ing^t q r etc. " No shots could have from that 

di v g£>cijiQiin"^_ J EaJLse. a n no ev idence on this . Perha ps no shot that hit an yone , but 
of this, in the 'absence oi 1 anV ftfe! ibvestigstion, as L concedes, there is no 
serious purpose., served by such a deceptimve statement. ============ ==== ^ 
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Additional partia^orogram, BS^ajmee to., rifle pri nt. Liebele r does not 
say th t . and that Dj 

fcg the F BI on i t and pop 7 "i liTr j t 

the Commission " g ot thp FBI +.n 
simply deceiving or uninfojma^ 


.would not say anything in writin g 
V^hen ii. In the light of this, say s 
.conduct this additional investigation", he i s 


Dl 


X l ^ G °f tdssion on Brennan * a eyewitness identification of Oswald, 

!? y d , ld . 1 l USe xt lf li: is not credible^ 0 n what eyewitness identification did 
l, rel J : T^^resem eoThi sprint s._on tfy= hoy as notfr ip g. for he wnrVo ^ 

°n the rifle li was an old primt and there were >,» -no n- • 

off and there weere no gloves found or sought. Truly on 
employees there never wore any. His opportunities were those of dozens of others. 

tL^L^^ PS8Ced ° n the si * th floor at thst time > ^ e ^ v ite Liebeler’ s statement 

"Basically it revolves around tEe fact that his rifle was used to kill the 
President. ” Agreeing for the sake of argument that this is true, and it is 
mere presumption, how does it prove that he used the rifle that was never placed 
in his possession." Liebeler s allegation? of circumstancial evidence is not 
accurate od meaningful. 

Raid’s pr ints were tonnfi »+. tw, bpotom of the bag". Not true. In any event, 
this aoes not prove the rifle was in it and there was 'no evidence, despite L» s 
a^iascaxions, that the rifles had been in the bag. The makrijgs, of oil and 
indentations, had to be there for the rifle to have been in it. They were not. 

T^is rifle, despite Liebeler, was never placed in the garage or anywhere else. 

■Q. a .o s had to be proved and in not a single instance was it. 

His representation of Gov C’s position at the time of the assassination is evasive. 

is 'almost certainly true that it would have had to hit G-o-ve rnor Connally" 
does not say that it could have done what is imputed to it or that the Governor 
in fact was in a pssition that make this likely. The staff said of this merely 
that they moved the Connally standing around to see if he cou,d be manipulated 
into a position where this might have happened, and this in an unfaithful recon- 
struction. H e said "yes, we did find that bullet" There is no evidence of this, 
the evidence is all to the contrary, and the best that can be said ts that in the 
fact of ICtf/o of the medical and other evidence, this is a conjecture. In discussing 
this he refers to Epstein, who has but little on it, and ignored WHITEWASH which 
has much, and which he had. * 


^99n" glanced off one of hi s ribs%. H smashed 10 cm of it. He made rm re-far-or^ 
to fragments known m Eag geen shed in al l three parts of Ihe G ov t s bodv. 

Where in the Report is there the s tateme^ on 

the bullet"/ and. where the evidence in the Report or the record that there was an 
effort to identify the type? Or of the contact, no natter how slight, with any 
bone. I x azier sss testified .the bulltt would have been marked with going through 
corase cloth or leahter. This bulltt has no such markings. He misrepresents the 
nature and purpose of the Edgewood tests and their results, fails to admit that 
there was not even the effort or pretense of duplication, and that even then the 
tests showed the opposite of what he and the Commission said and entirely supported 
the contrary medical testimony. If the bullet, was fumbling ;, h-w did th e sides 

a ijot^ ge^^marked^ How could it go through the bulk t be tumbliig through bone with- 
out marking tie sides, if not the front? What Liebeler here really says is 
that the bullet, once it started tumbling, stopped by itself and thensforth went 
only backwards. This is ridiculous and entirely impossible, in defiance of all the 
laws of nature and science. 
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"All of the evidence that the Commission examined. . .was timed over to the 
National Archives at the conclusion of our work." This is both_false and evasiv e, 
ofr the question is also what the Commission, meaning either members of staff, 
did not examine , i.e., the spectrogrsphic analysis. R efer to 904 and letters. 

Of what was withheld, "We’ve gone through all of them ourselves, obviously." 

Thus he has no excuse for«Mg^er^ the. photographic evidece missing, the pictures 
he handled that were doctored, those thst are not in the files or archive, etc. 

"3.4 grains pwrmissible wight loss of this bullet." raise. Here Liebeler refers 
to JsAssesr-ia ’ s work and again avoids mine, which he had and has failed to deny. 
He says it is wrong for Selandria to""say-"there were three grains of lead in the 
Governor’s wrist, "based on kray evidence", but the reality is that the doctors 
testified there were more thsn three grains lost here alone. Liebeler ignores 
the lead in the chest (tell the„Shires story( and in the leg. G ive the size of 
the leg fragment, nowhere mentioned by the Commission, although they had it in 
the same document I have. 

How can he dismiss whst Dallas "olice did by mwrely saying he made no apologies. 
The fact is that the Report did! 

Didn’t know how far from rooming house to scene Tippir murders This is what he 
said. He certainly could have made an approximation. Reason: Jjmie^jioejs^jio^ 

He pretends the Commission lawyers reconstructed at least three times. 


no question but that he had time to d6 it" and he names both FBI and SS be sides' 
\-.V\p 1 lnmnv{ aai nn . What He p-.-n-o-mr fflsfi ^ t doesn’t work. But he 

said "plenty of time". He k nows better, for he has YiHI TEWASH, If "nothing else. 

He says what is not true xna~b ijrennan F s~'"d'5^5SrnST^^^^ "immediately sent out over 
r the police radio". Says Tippit' s actions are those of an officer making an 


c 


J/L 





arrest. x 'his is childishly r^^lieaAa&s from even the ludicrous witnesses. 

Here begins ahother, in which L andswers Lane; 

% 

"The amount of t.ha laad lost is perfectly consistent with this bullet having 
done this kinhof^dxdamage to both of them. But this is not the point. Both 
the rrmdifiop Q& ^QQ wTr? ch i s the central issue, and the fe ctual opposite of 
what he saysof wight, is the real condition. He is evasive on the condition of 
the nose of the bullet. He gives the opposite of the important of Gregory’s 
testimony to make it see, contrary to fact, that Gregory diaid this bullet actually 
did all the things attributed to it. H@ did not. He said the opposite. 

falsely he said "the Commission had no way to get the bullet to go through other 
thingsxand tumble in tie same way thst 399 did..." This is false. The^jictuelTy 

did use cadavers at Edgewood and 

bullet had t a o have inflicted. The only inference, tfe csuse 
it was Jfr possible, is that they did not dare face the result. He says of the power 
remaining In the bullet, to imbed a fragment in the thigh bone (he also elsewhere 
said this bullet went into the governor sx± an inch®, "barely scratched his t high. .1) 

He denies Marina was sweated by the FBI when she herself so testified. He said 
that just didn't happen" refer to Scherezade. 

In clobbering Lane he says there is a basis for an Zhflbest, straightforward 
nnmmant.arv and criticism of tie work of the Coinmissj,Qfl>, qnfL nobody is__ai'raid of 
th at " BCTThe fall s to mention WHITEWASH and goes after Lane alaone. 1 > 
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Etauise on top of the lung. Did got t he doctors say this could have come from 
the tracheotomy? They did not Itraceftha, path , and the dissected the body as 
required by their task. 

"Knew for absolute cariaifcih certainty that it had certainly gone past the III 
strap muscles because it bruised the top of the lungs," re Humes and bullet. I«| 

LIFE owns Hughes film. Why does Liebeler not address himself to the use to 

which this film Was put in the FBi report and what it might or might not show 
in the sixth-floor window. 



